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to it in respect of the consequences of the matrimonial relation and all
other consequences depending upon the law of the husband's domicil.'1
'Universality is the basic principle of status in private inter-
national law'2 in the sense that the effect and consequences
attributed to a status by the law of the domicil ought to be
recognized by all courts in the world. It is this law that ad-
mittedly governs the essential validity of a marriage, an ex-
pression comprehensive enough to include the character of a
marriage, as being, for instance, void or voidable,3 or poly-
gamous as opposed to monogamous. In a leading case, Lord
Greene was at pains to distinguish formal from essential
validity, and to propound that the latter is governed by *the
law of the matrimonial domicil in reference to which the parties
may have been supposed to enter into the bonds of marriage'.4
Marriage, though universal, is heterogeneous relationship
in the sense that its consequences are not uniform throughout
the world. Perhaps its one common feature is the consensual
union of a man and a woman. How the consent is registered,
whether in this or that form, is of no great significance. Of
greater importance is the nature or character of the union once
it has been brought into existence, and in this respect there
is no uniformity. The consequences of the union, whether it
excludes other wives, whether it is terminable and if so by what
methods, what rights, powers and capacities it vests in the
parties—all these essential matters which define the nature of
the relationship are subject to widely different principles in
different legal systems. They are matters that affect in the most
intimate fashion not only the personal relation of the parties in
their daily existence, but also the community in which they
live, and therefore it seems only rational that they should be
determinable by the law of the country where the parties, in
fulfilment of their original resolve, have established their
matrimonial home. This, indeed, was the decision reached in an
early Canadian case.5
As against this view it may perhaps be objected that a woman
domiciled in England is incapacitated from contracting a poly-
gamous marriage. That branch of private international law
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